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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 9, 15, and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Scrandis et al., United States Patent number 6,694,455, filed July 27, 2000. 

As per claim 9, Scrandis discloses a method of status reporting for a node of a cluster, the 
method comprising applying a set of rules to determine current multi-state status of the node 
(Scrandis, col. 19, lines 30-44, where the alarm correlation check is used as a set of rules to 
detect the alarm status), wherein states of the multi-state status includes a good state, a bad state, 
and at least one degraded state (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-36). 

As per claim 1 5, Scrandis further discloses the method of claim 9, wherein the multi-state 
status of the node includes multiple levels of degradation (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-36, where the 
degraded and failed status values are the multiple levels of degradation). 

As per claim 18, Scrandis discloses an apparatus for reporting status from a node of a 
cluster, the apparatus comprising: a processor for executing instructions (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 
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24-25); memory for holding data (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 59-60, where the storage ability 
indicates the memory for holding data); system interconnect to provide intercommunication 
between components of the apparatus (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 31-39); a software module that is 
configured to apply a set of rules to determine current multi-state status of the node (Scrandis, 
col. 19, lines 30-44); and signaling hardware configured to output the multi-state status of the 
node (Scrandis, col. 19, lines 40-44), wherein states of the multi-state status includes a good 
state, a bad state, and at least one degraded state (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-36). 

As per claim 19, Scrandis further discloses the apparatus of claim 18, wherein the 
signaling hardware is further configured to receive as input the multi-state status from another 
node of the cluster (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 61-64). 

As per claim 20, Scrandis further discloses the apparatus of claim 19, wherein the multi- 
state status includes multiple levels of degradation (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-36, where degraded 
and failed are the multiple levels of degradation). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7, 10-14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Scrandis in view of Jackson et al., United States Patent number 6,536,000, published March 18, 
2003. 
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As per claim 1, Scrandis discloses a node system (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 25-30, where the 
network element processor is the node) of a high-availability cluster, the node system 
comprising: a means to store multi-state status data of the node (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 58-60, 
where the status information is stored); and an output port configured to send signals 
representing the multi-state status data of the node (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 59-61), wherein the 
multi-state status data of the node includes at least one degraded state (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32- 
36). Scrandis fails to disclose the use of a first register in the storing of the status data. 

Jackson discloses the use of a first register for storing status data (Jackson, col. 3, lines 
23-44, where an error register is the first register). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
registers of Jackson in the invention of Scrandis. 

This would have been obvious because the error registers of Jackson provide greater 
efficiencies to provide error information directly to the processes that need the information 
without the information first having to be processed by the operating system (Jackson, col. 3, 
liens 23-44). The registers of Jackson, provided for each processor (Jackson, col. 3, lines 23-44), 
would have provided the obvious benefit of improved efficiency in the multi processor cluster of 
Scrandis (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 57-67). 

As per claim 2, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the node system of claim 1, further 
comprising: an input port configured to receive signals representing multi-state status data of 
another node (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 62-64); a second register (Jackson, col. 3, lines 23-44, where 
there is an error register to correspond to each other processor) configured to store the multi-state 
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status data from the other node (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 62-64), wherein the multi-state status data 
of the other node includes at least one degraded state (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-36). 

As per claim 3, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the node system of claim 2, 
wherein the multi-state status data of the other node further includes a no signal state (Scrandis, 
col. 7, lines 64-67, where when only identification information is being exchanged it includes no 
operating status signal state). 

As per claim 4, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the node system of claim 1 , 
wherein the multi-state status data of the node includes multiple levels of degradation (Scrandis, 
col. 8, lines 32-36, where the degraded and failed states are the multiple levels of degradation). 

As per claim 5, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the node system of claim 3, 
wherein the multi-state status data of the other node includes multiple levels of degradation 
(Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-36, where the degraded and failed states are the multiple levels of 
degradation). 

As per claim 6, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the node system of claim 2, 
wherein the input and output ports each couple to a point-to-point communication path for 
communicating the status data between nodes of the cluster (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 31-38). 

As per claim 7, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the node system of 1, further 
comprising a rule file and an operating system, wherein the operating system applies rules from 
the rule file to determine the multi-state status of the node (Scrandis, col. 19, lines 30-44, where 
the correlation check is the rule file used to detect the alarm status of the node). 
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As per claim 10, Scrandis discloses the writing of multi-state status information to the 
node (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 58-60). Scrandis however fails to disclose that the writing is 
directed to a register. Jackson discloses the use of the register (Jackson, col. 3, lines 23-44). For 
the same reasons as those mentioned above in the rejection of claim 1, it would have been 
obvious to combine the registers of Jackson in the invention of Scrandis. 

As per claim 1 1 , Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the method of claim 10, further 
comprising: driving the multi-state status (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 59-61) from the first register 
(Jackson, col. 3, lines 23-44) to a next node via a point-to-point communications path (Scrandis, 
col. 7, lines 30-37, where the service channel is the point-to-point communication path). 

As per claim 12, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the method of claim 11, further 
comprising: receiving multi-state status from another node; and writing the multi-state status 
from the other node (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 62-65) to a second register (Jackson, col. 3, lines 23- 
44, where there is an error register to correspond to each other processor). 

As per claim 13, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the method of claim 12, further 
comprising: reading the statuses from the first and second registers; and taking action to. maintain 
high availability of the cluster based on the statuses read (Scrandis, col. 19, lines 30-44, where all 
the status information is compared to determine if the high availability alarm action needs to be 
taken). 

As per claim 14, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the method of claim 11, wherein 
the status writable into the second register includes a no signal state (Scrandis, col. 7, lines 64- 
67, where if only identification information is sent, no status signal state is registered). 
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As per claim 16, Scrandis and Jackson further disclose the method of claim 12, wherein 
the multi-state status from the other node includes multiple levels of degradation (Scrandis, col. 
8, liens 32-36, where the degraded and failed states are the multiple levels of degradation). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Scrandis in view 
of Jackson in further view of Liang, United States Patent number 6,738,81 1, filed March 31, 
2000. 

As per claim 8, Scrandis and Jackson disclose using rules to determine the system state 
(Scrandis, col. 19, lines 30-44, where the correlation check is the rule file used to detect the 
alarm status of the node). Scrandis and Jackson fail to disclose that the system includes a rule 
such that receipt of a critical chassis code results in a bad state and another rule such that receipt 
of a chassis code below critical results in a degraded state. 

Liang discloses a rule such that the receipt of a critical chassis code results in a bad state 
and another rule such that receipt of a chassis code below a critical results in degraded state 
(Liang, col. 8, lines 32-48) where the bad state is the state when a rise in temperature is abnormal 
and where the degraded state is the state when historical data suggests that the current 
temperature will soon lead to a failure). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the degraded and bad state designations of Liang in the invention of Scrandis and Jackson. 

This would have been obvious because Scrandis discloses a desire to have the ability to 
differentiate between bad and degraded states for monitoring, without specifying a substantial 
mechanism for this (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-40). This desire is satisfied by the mechanism of 
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Liang, which provides a mechanism for differentiating between bad states and degraded states 
(Liang, col. 8, lines 31-48). 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Scrandis in view 
of Liang. 

As per claim 17, Scrandis discloses using rules to determine the system state 
(Scrandis, col. 19, lines 30-44, where the correlation check is the rule file used to detect the 
alarm status of the node). Scrandis fails to disclose that the system includes a rule such that 
receipt of a critical chassis code results in a bad state and another rule such that receipt of a 
chassis code below critical results in a degraded state. 

Liang discloses a rule such that the receipt of a critical chassis code results in a bad state 
and another rule such that receipt of a chassis code below a critical results in degraded state 
(Liang, col. 8, lines 32-48) where the bad state is the state when a rise in temperature is abnormal 
and where the degraded state is the state when historical data suggests that the current 
temperature will soon lead to a failure). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the degraded and bad state designations of Liang in the invention of Scrandis. 

This would have been obvious because Scrandis discloses a desire to have the ability to 
differentiate between bad and degraded states for monitoring, without specifying a substantial 
mechanism for this (Scrandis, col. 8, lines 32-40). This desire is satisfied by the mechanism of 
Liang, which provides a mechanism for differentiating between bad states and degraded states 
(Liang, col. 8, lines 31-48). 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure is provided on form PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua A. Lohn whose telephone number is (571) 272-3661. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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